that  the  statement was made in  the context  of  the absenteeism policy, and
that Mr.  Wiley was  upset over adverse comments made  by  Mr.   Blankenship con-
cerning   that policy.

Having viewed  the witnesses on the stand during  their  testimony, and
after careful  scrutiny of the record  in this regard,   I cannot conclude that
Mr.  Wiley  threatened  to  fire  Mr.   Blankenship because of his involvement in
the safety complaint which resulted  from a  section foreman permitting new
miners  to be  transported on a mantrip with materials which may have posed a
hazard.     Both Mr,   Herndon and Mr.  Wiley impressed me as  being credible wit-
nesses and I believe their account that Mr.  Wiley's  statement was prompted
by the rather heated discussion concerning   the company absenteeism policy
and  that Mr.   Wiley may have been provoked  and lost his   temper when he made
the statement.     More importantly,  the record establishes  that Mr.  Herndon
supported Mr.   Blankenship's position coacerning  the mantrip incident,
acknowledged  that he had a right  to be involved  in  the meeting  concerning
that  incident,   and  in  fact   took the  foreman to  task over  the incident.
Furthermore,   there  is nothing   to  suggest   that Mr.  Wiley was directly
involved  in  the mantrip  incident,   and he  indicated   that  he did not speak
with Mr.   Blankenship about  that issue,  and   that   the meeting had ended when
the absenteeism policy was brought  up.

In view of  the  foregoing,   I find  that   the  complainant has  failed  to
establish any  connection between any comments Mr.  Wiley may have made on
April  10,   1979,   at  the mantrip meeting,  and Mr.   Blankenship's discharge
which followed  on April  12,   1979,  for his  purported   role  in the work
stoppage.

The Work Stoppage of April 12,   1979

The  focal  point of  the alleged discrimination in  this case is the work
stoppage of  April  12,   1979,  and  the  subsequent  24-48 hour grievance meeting
which followed  that event.     The relief sought by Mr.   Blankenship in this
case  Includes   payment  of full back wages and benefits,  with interest,  for
the  30-day suspension period,  and  expungement from his   personnel records of
all references to  that  suspension.     From the complainant's point of view,
tne  totality of  the aforementioned  incidents of alleged   discrimination which
have been discussed  and  analyzed,  which occurred both before and after his
proposed discharge and  subsequent suspension, when considered  together sug-
gest a pattern of discrimination which culminated  in a  retaliatory response
from mine management,   namely,   the  proposed  discharge of  Mr.   Blankenship
because of, mine management's bare unsupported "belief"   that he was somehow
responsible  for  the  illegal  wor.k stoppage.     In  short,   complainant believes
that mine management   found a convenient  excuse   to get  rid of Mr.   Blankenship
and   to  rid   themselves  of his  somewhat  troublesome mine  safety activities by
proposing  his  discharge based on a charge   that he  instigated the work stop-
page  and   subsequent walkout.

Complainant's  argument   that  the basis of  the  respondent's assumption
that Mr.   Blankenship  instigated  the work stoppage  stems   solely from mine
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ing chore but simply told the foreman to
